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To: Examiner Gilligan 

From: Magdalena M. Fincham (Reg. No. 46,085) 

RE: Application No. 09/893,495 
APPLICANTS' PROPOSED AGENDA 

for personal interview scheduled for 3:00pm, March 31, 2003. 

Applicants would like to discuss claim 34 , as currently pending. In particular, 
Applicants would like to discuss the following general claim limitations: 

■ an agreement with an expert wherein the expert agrees to provide a 
minimum number of diagnoses 

■ transmitting a request for a diagnosis of a physical anomaly associated 
with a patient 

Claim 34 stands rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable in over Mayaud in 
view of Shults. Upon reviewing this art, Applicants have not found a teaching or 
suggestion of the above limitations. In particular, Applicants would like to discuss the 
following regarding the prior art: 

■ Schults teaches an agreement between a doctor and a cost-containment 
system representative for a maximum number of treatments for a patient, 
based on a particular diagnosis by the doctor of a particular injury. There 
is no request for a diagnosis since the doctor makes the diagnosis before 
contacting the cost containment system representative. The doctor does 
not agree to make any future diagnosis, much less a minimum number of 
diagnoses, because the agreement is regarding a diagnosis that already 
occurred, and pertains to the maximum number of treatments based on 
that diagnosis. 
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■ Mavoud teaches a system for helping a doctor select a medication or 
treatment to prescribe to a patient Here also, at the time the doctor 
accesses the system, the doctor has diagnosed a particular injury of a 
particular patient. The system simply provides guidance to the doctor as 
to the proper medication or treatment to provide (e.g., based on 
information about the patient and / or the available medications). The 
doctor does not enter into any agreement to provide a future diagnosis, 
much less a minimum number of diagnoses. Further, a request for a 
diagnosis is never transmitted to the doctor, since the doctor accesses the 
system once the doctor makes a diagnosis of a patient's injury. 

Applicants have reviewed the sections of the references cited by Examiner in the 
December 26, 2002 Office Action but are unsure of how Examiner is interpreting these 
sections such that the claims are, to Examiner, taught or suggested and obvious over the 
prior art. Applicants respectfully request clarification of Examiner's interpretation of 
these sections and look forward to discussing claim 34 and the prior art with Examiner. 

Applicants can be contacted prior to the personal interview at (203) 627-9148. 

Sincerely, 

Magdalena M. Fincham 
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